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Euphorbus’ Plaint and Plaits: 
The Unsung Valor of a Foot Soldier in Homer’s Iliad 
Those are but stratagems which Errors seem, 
 Nor is it Homer Nods, but we that Dream.  –Pope 
 
Oh the familiar phrase: “Homer nodded”!1  How special the experience of ‘catching’ the ‘divine’ Homer 
in one of those exceedingly rare instances of fallibility!  In these moments we feel the great bard 
somehow humanized, as if unto us mere mortals, or, perhaps, we imagine ourselves, stewards of the 
great epics, even a bit inflated as if on a par, or even, as if conceivably possessed of a critical awareness 
as ought not really be expected of the great naïve poet.  
As the lynchpin of this study I will grapple with the implications of one such moment in which 
the poet has been suspected of “nodding” as I reassess in detail the welter of attendant irregularities and 
complexities arising from Euphorbus’ role in Patroclus’ death and loss of Achilles’ armor.  I will 
propose a positive solution to the complex of questions that will depart dramatically from Hugo 
Muhlestein’s treatment of the lesser Trojan character in light of the neo-analytical hypothesis of 
Homer’s recasting of the Memnon tale, and will rather more closely engage Roberto Nickel’s treatment, 
as I consider how what Muhlestein conceives of as the novel introduction of Euphorbus2 and his role 
may be seen to account for the quite vexing perturbations to, and obfuscations of, the basic sequence of 
 
1 The phrase goes back to Seneca’s aliquando dormitat Homerus. 
2 It should also be noted that Wolfgang Kullmann (1960:181) hypothesizes that both Euphorbus and his brother 




events concerned with Patroclus’ death and loss of Achilles’ first set of armor through books Sixteen 
and Seventeen.3  I hold back for the moment, however, the specific key to solving the tangle of 
problems, several of which have not as yet even been fully appreciated, in order to set the stage through 
a reassessment of the irregular process by which Hector comes into possession of Achilles’ armor.  For I 
wish to establish, in propounding a novel figura etymologica for Hector’s name, the grander stakes at 
issue in Euphorbus’ as yet not fully appreciated status and role.  I wish to demonstrate that the 
irregularities of the process whereby Hek-tor, Ἕκ-τορ, acquires Achilles’ armor is caught up in the 
deprecating portrayal of the hero in a moment of cowardice, a moment in which he is not fulfilling the 
role defined by the classical, presumably traditional, etymology of his name as the “holder of the city,” 
but rather is now reconceived by Homer as the ill-starred “holder of Achilles’ armor.”   
My thesis obviously departs from the received notions of Achilles’ noble opponent and will, 
understandably, be met with resistance.  So I must ask of my readers to suspend judgment on the 
opening section dedicated to this problem until having assessed carefully the solution to the problems 
addressed in the second, dedicated to Euphorbus’ case, centered around the discrepancy of the 
dispositions of Patroclus’ corpse and Achilles’ armor at the opening of Seventeen.  I believe that an 
unbiased assessment of my exacting reading of this apparent instance in which Homer has been 
suspected of nodding will reveal that there is an entirely consistent resolution of the apparent 
 
3 For a synopsis of Muhlestein’s neo-analytical study of Euphorbus’ role see Mark Edward Clark 385.  As will be 
seen below, I am not persuaded of Muhlestein’s reading of Euphorbus as a doublet of Paris as a prefiguration of 
Achilles’ death in Patroclus’.  Roberto Nickel’s trenchant refutation of Muhlestein’s argument is to be credited 
here.  Meanwhile, I will be inclined to concur with Nickel’s notion of Euphorbus as a doublet of Achilles, but not 
quite with the way he conceives of Patroclus’ death at once figuring Achilles’ out beyond the frame of the epic 
and the way he figures Euphorbus-Achilles as killing himself in the guise of Patroclus-Achilles.  I will return to 




inconsistencies and that the solution hinges on one surprisingly simple revelation.  Finally, in the third 
section I will take up Euphorbus’ plaint and argue for his honor as a valorous soldier in direct contrast to 
Hector who, when faced with Patroclus’ aristeia, falls back from the battle for a want of thumos. 
So before turning to Euphorbus, I begin with what could be suspected of being another instance 
of Homer nodding in that specific moment when it is said that Hector has taken Patroclus’, that is, 
Achilles’, armor: 
Ἕκτωρ μὲν Πάτροκλον ἐπεὶ κλυτὰ τεύχε᾽ ἀπηύρα, 
ἕλχ᾽ ἵν᾽ ἀπ᾽ ὤμοιιν κεφαλὴν τάμοι ὀξέϊ χαλκῷ,  (17.125-26) 
The section that follows will thus frame out some first indications of the repercussions of Euphorbus’ 
role tied in with the irregularities of the process whereby Hector comes into possession of Achilles’ 
armor.  A couple issues crop up here.  Richmond Lattimore, for example, translates the lines as follows: 
“But Hektor, when he had stripped [ἀπηύρα] from Patroklos the glorious armor, dragged at him…” 
(357).  But I suggest we need to carefully consider how to construe both the sense and grammar of 
ἀπηύρα.  Are we to parse this, along with Lattimore, as a case in which the verb governs a double 
accusative, or does it govern only the κλυτὰ τεύχεα as its object leaving Πάτροκλον rather as solely the 
object of ἕλκω, enjambed at 126 ἕλχ᾽, with the taking, ἀπηύρα, of the armor being framed as a 
parenthetical as could be indicated with a comma following Πάτροκλον?  The lines would thus be read 
rather in this vein: “But Hector, when he had taken [equivocating for the moment on the meaning of 
ἀπηύρα] the kluta [demurring for the moment on the translation of κλυτὰ] armor, dragged off 
Patroclus…”.  In this case, the syntactic fact that solely ἕλχ᾽ would be governing Πάτροκλον as its 




effect being emphasized by the enjambment, what may already be such as Lattimore’s parsing of 
Πάτροκλον as governed by ἀπηύρα.  Such an emphasis would thus be devolving upon the question of 
the nature of the association of the armor, Achilles’, with Patroclus’ corpse in this moment along with 
the question of how it is taken.  
In fact both of the questions of the meaning and syntax of ἀπηύρα, and the question of the 
significance of what is at stake in the specification of when, ἐπεὶ, this happens, are all tied together.  Will 
it prove quite right to say with Lattimore that Hector “stripped” Patroclus of the armor, that is, will 
“stripped” be the most appropriate sense of ἀπηύρα?  And, will it be correct to say that it was from 
Patroclus that whatever we should say was done with the armor was done?  Is Patroclus’ corpse in the 
armor as Richard Janko argues (which I will address below)?  And then, coming back to that moment in 
question, what exactly is the point in the sequence of events indicated by ἐπεὶ here?  These three issues 
then will, in the end, have to be sorted out together. 
When exactly does Hector come into possession of, come to hold, Patroclus’/Achilles’ armor?  It 
is here that I point to an inconsistency in the typical epic paratactic diegesis, and ask whether this might 
not be a symptom―a kind of ripple effect to which the “inorganic” character of epic parataxis is perhaps 
peculiarly susceptible4―of a disruption ensuing from Euphorbus’ insertion into the process coming to 
its conclusion as Hector takes the armor.  For just prior in the course of the narrative we find Menelaus 
having already indicated in his petition to Ajax to return with him to Patroclus’ naked, γυμνόν, corpse 
 
4 See James A. Notopoulos for a treatment of the poetics of the “episodic, inorganic, and paratactical nature of the 
Homeric poems” (7)―a poetics, defined as it is, as Aristotle puts it, as comprising πολλὰ τοιαῦτα μέρη (1462.b9).  
So we could ask, after Notopoulos, if the paratactical mode is the hallmark of the oral composition of a poet living 
in―or lost in―the moment (15), whether here the poet has simply lost track somewhat of “when,” ἐπεὶ, this 
moment, in which he has found himself intensively immersed, belongs, where, that is, this one of the many 




that “Hector of the shining helm holds the armor,” ἀτὰρ τά γε τεύχε᾽ ἔχει κορυθαίολος Ἕκτωρ (17.122).  
Working back from this moment, we see that the last we heard from Menelaus was his deliberations, 
17.91ff., as he considered which would be the lesser of two evils, whether to risk himself being killed 
and losing both the armor and Patroclus’ corpse, or to break away to recruit Ajax and at least save 
Patroclus’ corpse.  While it could have happened that, as he retreats, turning this way and that, 
ἐντροπαλιζόμενος (17.109), he did see Hector taking possession of the armor, such that he could report 
this as a fait accompli to Ajax when he finally turns into, μεταστρεφθεὶς (17.114), the fold of his 
hetairoi, we do not know this to be the case as we are simply not told.  I interject, incidentally, here that 
we will come to another critical moment―indeed the lynchpin of this study―below in which we are 
specifically just not told what matters most.  Would he have been turning around as he retreated to see 
what was becoming of the armor and the corpse despite being clearly aware that it is the armor that 
Hector would seize first, or is he looking back simply to defend himself from being struck from behind, 
as, for example, happened to Patroclus?  We cannot say.  
So has Menelaus, that is Homer, perhaps gotten ahead of himself here as he indicates that Hector 
holds the armor before the moment when he is said to have ‘stripped’ it, or taken it, or whatever we 
should say he has done?  Has Homer, as he turns this way and that, juggling the variables of his 
narrative, just slightly lost the thread?  Is Homer “nodding”?  Whatever is in play, the effect is that we 
are left with something of a rift in the narrative between the moment in which Menelaus refers to Hector 
holding, ἔχει, the armor, that is, presupposing the moment when, 17.122, he has as taken hold of it, and 
the moment expressly referred to as that moment when, 17.125, the narrator refers to Hector’s taking of 





The moment in question marks the consummation of the process whereby Hector comes into 
possession of Achilles’ armor.  However, this irregular process has not played out as Hector himself 
suggests when, after having been shamed into donning Patroclus’/Achilles’ armor by Glaucus, he recalls 
the armor that he had already dispatched to cache behind the walls of Troy and that he claims he 
“stripped from Patroclus having killed him,” τὰ Πατρόκλοιο βίην ἐνάριξα κατακτάς (17.187).  In 
contrast to the verb our narrator chose at 17.125, ἀπηύρα, Hector’s language, ἐνάριξα, casts the events as 
if in accordance with the straightforward, traditional, process of one warrior simply, and gloriously, 
killing and thereupon stripping the armor from a worthy foe.  Yet whereas Hector attempts to favorably 
recast these events, again as they refer back to the irregularity of what is in play in that moment when, 
‘Zeus,’―read: our author―calls out the discrepancy by describing the means by which Hector took the 
armor, and the verb this time is εἵλευ (17.206), as being “out of proper order,” οὐ κατὰ κόσμον 
(17.205).5 
So, if we are willing to countenance the prospect that the phrase is not merely referring to the 
events of the moment in question at 17.125 but also, reflexively, to the rhetorical rift in Homer’s 
parataxis, itself diegetically not quite κατὰ κόσμον, we may be rather certain that, at least in this case, it 
would be prudent to presume that Homer was not, in fact, nodding, even if it is not as yet evident what 
exactly might be at stake. 
 
5 Thus I do not concur with Karl Reinhardt’s contention that the phrase arises from Apollo as opposed to 
Hector having vanquished Patroclus (1961: 337).  William Allan comes closer to the mark in arguing 
that the cause is that “the person whose corpse he has stripped is not the rightful owner of the armor” 
(2005: 8), and although he states, “[Zeus’] criticism concentrates instead on Achilles’ armor as a false 
symbol of victory over the owner himself” (9), he is not quite fully appreciating the more damning 




Returning to the other issues introduced above will help dial in what is in play.  It is no more the 
case that Hector has properly vanquished and stripped Patroclus than that he has actually vanquished the 
worthy opponent the armor properly symbolizes, namely Achilles.6  When we note that this armor, 
which was described as κλυτὰ when he took possession, ἀπηύρα, of it at 17.125, that is, that it is this 
armor, this would-be κλυτὰ τεύχεα, that would stand as the physical testament to his winning of kleos in 
epic song,7 is now described merely as καλά at 17.187 as Hector dons it, we make progress in 
recognizing what is at stake.  For we may deduce that Hector’s hope was to secure the κλέος ἐσθλὸν, the 
genuine memorialization or fame of kleos, that would have come with vanquishing and stripping not 
Patroclus (whose head he would rather severe and corpse serve up to dogs to dispose of the evidence) 
but rather Achilles, not by having actually killed Achilles, or even Patroclus, but rather, by merely 
having secured the symbol of the armor in the absence of the deed and caching it away behind the walls 
of Troy to be safeguarded by those future generations who would sing, falsely, of his ‘kleos’.  Such is 
the “κλέος ἐσθλὸν” to which Glaucus ironically refers at 17.143; it would not be the genuine kleos of a 
righteous hero,8 but rather that of the cowardly one who flees, φύξηλιν 17.143.   
It is this bogus kleos, as Glaucus tells us, that Hek-tor, Ἕκ-τορ (17.142), the “holder,” aspires to 
hold, ἔχει (17.143).  Moreover, when this bogus kleos is revealed for what it is, or would have been had 
 
6 On the symbolic significance of Achilles’ armor see Cedric Whitman (1982: 98). 
7 On the significance of kleos in the memorialization of traditional epic see Gregory Nagy (1979). 
8 Keith Stanley, with whom I agree on a great many points, hears in Glaucus’ rebuke an expression of 
“disillusion with the heroic code” (1993: 175).  John Elias Esposito characterizes him as “bitter” 
(2015: 113).  H. M. Zellner would take, no doubt, a skeptical view of my pointedly skeptical view of 
Hector and Glaucus’ shaming rebuke, arguing as he does that Glaucus’ “charge is unfair, of course 
[my emphasis]” (1994: 312).  On another note, I respond to Zellner’s reading of the invocation of the 
Muses that opens the catalogue in book 2 in my work-in-progress book length study, Iliad ad Nihilum: 




he not been caught in the act, Hek-tor is goaded into retrieving what would otherwise have been the 
(faux) κλυτὰ τεύχεα (17.125), now demoted to being referred to as merely καλά (17.187), from his 
attendants and swapping it out for his own.  I address the significance of the fact that it ends up instead 
being Hector’s armor that is cached behind the walls of Troy in my book length study, Iliad ad Nihilum: 
Psyche, Conscience, Wonder.9 
  Moreover, although beyond the scope of this study, in the book I spool out the full play of what I 
contend is our author’s novel, non-traditional, figura etymologica on the name of Hector, “the Holder”: 
not he who holds the city, but rather he who holds Achilles’ armor.10  By taking hold of Achilles’ armor 
not only not from Achilles himself, but neither by himself having even properly killed and stripped 
Patroclus, Hek-tor would, as Glaucus puts it, hold a bogus kleos.  But Glaucus is not the first to 
pronounce the figura.  For, in fact, we already breezed over the instance when the figura is first 
introduced just above in Menelaus’ words to Ajax: ἀτὰρ τά γε τεύχε᾽ ἔχει κορυθαίολος Ἕκ-τωρ 
(17.122).11  Yet whereas Glaucus’ use of the figura is ironic and deprecatory―and the question, that I 
 
9 While I am not essentially at odds with Nickel, as far as he goes, in his reading of the significance of Hector 
wearing and dying in Achilles’ armor as figuring the notion of Achilles killing himself, I develop the further 
implications and the existential quandary arising from what I contend is Achilles’ failed bid for the kleos 
erroneously prophesied for him that ensues rather from his inability to seize Hector’s armor. 
10 Although not recognizing how what I argue is the recast figura etymologica plays against the traditional notion 
of Hec-tor as the one whom Glaucus chides as having boasted that he could, himself,  “hold the city,” πόλιν ἑξ-
έμεν (5.473), Carroll Moulton quite aptly points out the intimate relationship between Glaucus’ rebuke of Hector 
in book five and what he argues is the intensified rebuke here in seventeen.  He does, moreover, at least see that 
“Glaukos’… statement about Hector’s κλέος ἐσθλὸν,” is, “sarcastic” (1981: 3 n.4).  It is worth noting that, 
assuming the etymological conception of Hec-tor as the holder of the city is traditional, as would no doubt Nagy 
(1979: 145-47) who also points to 24.729-730, Homer is opting to present the traditional etymological figure as 
Glaucus questions its validity.  Bruce Louden (1995: 29) addresses the ironic implications of the traditional figura 
in book 5 without any reference, however, to book seventeen. 
11 Indeed the line itself seems to take on a kind of ad hoc ‘formulaic’ form as it recurs in collocation in two 
subsequent instances, 17.122 ≡ 17.693 ≡ 18.21, which is all the more significant in the apposition of the ironic 




also address in Iliad ad Nihilum, as to whether Glaucus is also to be understood as ‘re-inventing’ (like 
our author) the figura himself or whether he has heard it already ‘invented’ by Menelaus is quite 
complex―Menelaus’ is not.  While it lies outside the scope of this study, the lynchpin of which I have 
yet to propound, to present the argument, I will share here my contention that whereas our narrator will 
adopt the verb ἀπηύρα to work around the question of what exactly we could say Hector was doing as he 
takes possession of the armor, Menelaus―whether he witnessed the actual moment when this happens 
or not―is at a loss for how exactly to indicate what Hector could be said to have done once he will 
have, or has, taken possession of the armor.  What Menelaus cannot properly, nor will, say is that, pace 
Lattimore, Hector stripped Patroclus.  To this fact Menelaus certainly does bear witness.  All he can do 
is choose the most generic, neutral term―ἔχω―to indicate that Hek-tor holds, merely holds, the armor.  
The statement launches a motif that carries right out to Hector’s final encounter with Achilles, but my 
interest here lies in rather looking back over the shoulder at what brings us to this moment, this moment, 
again, when Hek-tor comes to hold the armor and what leads up to it. 
 That Menelaus can say nothing more than that Hek-tor holds the armor, even be he potentially 
oblivious, unlike Glaucus, of the prospect of the faux etymological play on his name at Hector’s 
expense, arises from the fact that even if he may not have witnessed (or may have, it matters not) Hector 
taking, ἀπηύρα, the armor, what he has witnessed is precisely the disposition of the armor as Hector 
comes upon it.  What he has witnessed is the role that Euphorbus has played in the process whereby 
Patroclus was killed and lost Achilles’ armor.  What he has witnessed is Euphorbus showing up at 
Patroclus’ corpse in order to vie for, well, that same κλέος ἐσθλὸν Glaucus alleges Hector had imagined 
 
others who have noted the etymological allusion here or in the later instances in the chain.  I trace out the full 




he might have taken on the cheap, and so here I work my way back, in Euphorbus’ address to Menelaus, 
to the lynchpin. 
Euphorbus’ Plaint 
“Ἀτρεΐδη Μενέλαε διοτρεφὲς ὄρχαμε λαῶν 
χάζεο, λεῖπε δὲ νεκρόν, ἔα δ᾽ ἔναρα βροτόεντα: 
οὐ γάρ τις πρότερος Τρώων κλειτῶν τ᾽ ἐπικούρων 
Πάτροκλον βάλε δουρὶ κατὰ κρατερὴν ὑσμίνην:  
τώ με ἔα κλέος ἐσθλὸν ἐνὶ Τρώεσσιν ἀρέσθαι…  (17.12-16) 
Menelaus Atreïdê, cherished by Zeus leader of the laos, 
Leave the corpse, yield the bloody spoils 
For no one of the Trojans, or renowned allies, 
Struck Patroclus before me with the spear in the strong battle: 
Therefore let me seize a genuine kleos among the Trojans. 
So, turning now back to the opening of Seventeen, we find Patroclus fallen and Euphorbus looking to 
stake his claim to the spoils and the kleos, a genuine one, he argues he deserves for having been the first 
to strike him.  I note that while Homer does not opt to refer to the armor explicitly by name here, he does 
include a specific reference to the corpse.  Whereas Homer seems to be stating that the fact that the 
genuine kleos Euphorbus’ may win will depend upon taking the armor, Achilles’ that is, the armor again 
referred to at 125 as κλυτὰ as Hector takes possession of it, not to mention the corpse, he does not 




just the opening of what, now that I have worked my way back to Euphorbus’ role, will unfold going 
forward as a series of confounding problems to track out. 
In the next stage of the study my objective is to look precisely at what problems arise as 
symptoms of what Homer’s introduction of Euphorbus as a novel element altering the traditional epic 
would entail, assuming for the moment a working notion somewhat along the lines that the neo-analysts 
generally, and Muhlestein specifically, would follow.  To do this I will try to read the text as literally as 
possible, avoiding any compensatory corrections or mitigations, in order to provide a sense for the sorts 
of difficulties an audience fielding an oral performance of Homer’s modifications of the tradition might 
be imagined as having been tasked with.  As we will see in the tangle to follow, the challenges, which as 
yet have not been rigorously taken at face value, are considerable. 
  The two engage, Menelaus killing Euphorbus.  Then, as of line 60, the narrative, coming off an 
extended simile, leaves us with the specific image of Menelaus in the process (progressive aspect of the 
imperfect tense of ἐσύλα) of stripping unqualified armor, neither qualified as kala nor kluta, from 
Euphorbus:  
…τοῖον Πάνθου υἱὸν ἐϋμμελίην Εὔφορβον 
Ἀτρεΐδης Μενέλαος ἐπεὶ κτάνε τεύχε᾽ ἐσύλα  (17.59-60) 
…such a one was Euphorbus of the strong ash spear, son of Panthoös, 
When Menelaus Atreïdê slayed him and was stripping armor from him  
I contend here that the author has contrived, through the tail end of the simile, to foreshadow the charge 
on ἐπεὶ at 17.125 when Hector takes Patroclus’/Achilles’ armor, ἐπεὶ κλυτὰ τεύχε᾽ ἀπηύρα, such that the 




expressly kleos-bearing, κλυτὰ, armor: ἐπεὶ κτάνε τεύχε᾽ vis-à-vis ἐπεὶ κλυτὰ τεύχε᾽ (17.60 *≈*12 17.125, 
including the terminal elision of τεύχε᾽).  Will the apparent correlation in formal terms between these 
separate references to armor in these distinct circumstances need to be accounted for?  Yes. 
  We left Menelaus in the act of stripping Euphorbus, and he would easily have taken what at 
17.70 comes now to be referred to for the first time as the κλυτὰ τεύχεα.  Apollo, however, intervenes to 
impress upon Hector that the prize he is currently seeking, Achilles’/Patroclus’ team will be driven 
“only by that man himself,” Achilles, conspicuous in his absence (17.78).  Instead, Hector is instructed 
that he should turn his attention to Euphorbus.  I pause here to pose two questions: First, why has the 
armor now being stripped from Euphorbus come to be qualified as kleos-bearing, κλυτά?  Is it that 
Menelaus will win kleos by taking this armor?  Perhaps, but there is nothing that follows to corroborate 
such a notion.  Second, given that Apollo’s means of motivating Hector, namely in pointing out that the 
prize of Achilles’ team will prove more challenging to win than the other prize of Achilles’ armor, is 
thinly enough veiled, may we not also be given to wonder why Hector had opted earlier, specifically at 
the end of Sixteen when he had just killed Patroclus, to go after the team without having taken the 
armor?  For this armor, Achilles’ I mean, will just ahead be confirmed as establishing kleos, μέγα κλέος 
ἔμμεναι αὐτῷ (17.131) for Hector, as the armor that is the κλυτὰ armor he takes at 17.125.  Thus 
whereas there is some reason to wonder whether the κλυτὰ τεύχεα at 17.70 could actually serve, should 
he have managed to strip it from Euphorbus, to establish kleos for Menelaus, that is, to be κλυτὰ for 
him, perhaps even more so given that Menelaus himself opts in his deliberation over what to do to refer 
to it not as κλυτὰ but rather as τεύχεα καλὰ (17.91), “beautiful armor,” it is at least clear that the κλυτὰ 
 





τεύχεα that Hector takes, Achilles’ that is, does, or would, establish kleos for him, even if it will not 
prove to be such as the genuine, or righteous, kleos, κλέος ἐσθλὸν, that Euphorbus sought to secure by 
taking the bloody spoils, ἔναρα βροτόεντα (17.13),13 oh, and mustn’t forget to mention Patroclus’ corpse 
in conjunction to those spoils, νεκρόν (17.13).  Right?  
  If all of this isn’t already confusing enough, there are still at least a couple more steps to fill in. 
We left Menelaus stripping from Euphorbus the unqualified armor at 17.60, τεύχε᾽ ἐσύλα.  He is, 
however, interrupted in this act as Hector turns his attention to the prize of Achilles’ κλυτὰ τεύχεα:  
     …αὐτίκα δ᾽ ἔγνω 
τὸν μὲν ἀπαινύμενον κλυτὰ τεύχεα, τὸν δ᾽ ἐπὶ γαίῃ 
κείμενον: ἔρρει δ᾽ αἷμα κατ᾽ οὐταμένην ὠτειλήν.  (17.84-86) 
    …And then he [Hector] became cognizant of 
The one man taking the kleos-bearing armor, and the other man  
Lying on the earth, blood flowing from the wound inflicted upon him. 
  We have to grapple, as would have auditors, whether more or less consciously, with two axes of 
confusion reading these lines: The first axis is that involving the armor that has shifted from its first 
unqualified reference at 17.60 to being kleos-bearing first at 17.70 and then again here at 17.85.  The 
odd thing about this shift is that it comes at precisely the moment that it would seem that prospects that 
the armor will be kleos bearing, at least for Menelaus, have been eliminated.  For we learn that 
Menelaus would have easily borne away the kluta teuchea had not Apollo intervened.  Are we to 
 
13 Here I point out that the relationship between the κλέος ἐσθλὸν that would be associated with the winning of 
Achilles’ armor for both Euphorbus and Hector undermines Allan’s claim that, “Zeus’ disapproval of Hector’s 




understand that the armor becomes kluta as part of the process whereby Menelaus will fail to win it?  
This possibility might seem to be further confirmed in the shift to the relatively neutral verb 
ἀπαινύμενον, “taking away,” which I read as at once suggesting a lessening of prospects for any such 
glory to be won as “stripping,” ἐσύλα, may have by contrast implied, while at the same time seemingly 
indicating that perhaps Menelaus has completed the stripping phase and is ready to remove the armor 
from the field.  This second aspect of ἀπαινύμενον strikes me, however, as the more significant as it cuts 
across to the other axis.  
  The second axis arises by virtue of the narrator’s (/author’s) shift to a generalized description of 
the scene.  Indeed, do we not, from the relative abstraction of the level of narration, envy the clarity of 
what Hector can be understood to have keenly and directly observed, ἔγνω (17.84), indeed rather 
emphatically, within the fictional frame of the events?  Why does the author pull back to the generalized, 
anonymized, presentation of “one man” vs. “the other man,” τὸν μὲν… τὸν δ᾽ [17.85]?  Why not just 
state concretely, explicitly, as is commonly the case in epic narration and as has been the case regarding 
these events up until this point, who is doing what?  Does it make a difference?  Yes, it seems to, as we 
are now left to grapple with further challenges to specifying quite exactly what is happening, even if we 
may, again more or less consciously, more or less justifiably, believe we have a basically sound sense of 
the progress of the events.  One man, undoubtedly Menelaus―okay we do get this much―is “taking 
away the kluta teuchea”; the other―and here we run into trouble―is lying on the ground bleeding from 
his wound.  So who is the other?  Is it Euphorbus, or is it Patroclus?  We might imagine that it is 
Euphorbus’ corpse being contrasted with the other man, who is certainly Menelaus, stripping the armor 
from it, and that Patroclus is just left outside the frame for the moment.  Thus the two men are the pair of 




ἀπαινύμενον (17.85),  and no longer “stripping,” ἐσύλα (17.60), the armor, and second that this is the 
moment of the detection by Hector that will precisely foreclose a possible reading of the armor taken 
from Euphorbus as one that will confer kleos upon Menelaus, and thus we also note that it is from 
Menelaus’ perspective that the armor should appear as klutos, although it appears it did not when we 
cross back over from Hector’s perspective―whence, we should recall, we have been viewing this 
tableau―to Menelaus’ to find him refer to the teuchea as kala.14   
  But wait, we will have yet another comparable problem with the situation here as seen from 
Menelaus’ perspective at 91ff. as well.  A couple more points first… 
  For we still have yet to consider the second axis of the question from Hector’s perspective.  
Because it may also be that the one man is Menelaus who by now has completed the stripping phase and 
is holding the kluta teuchea preparing to take it away; the other man need not any longer be Euphorbus, 
but instead Patroclus’ corpse representing the other whose salvation Menelaus must grapple with.  I 
point here to one quick piece of evidence looking forward to Menelaus’ deliberations at 17.91-105, 
before turning to the comparable problems to follow there, in that the “other man” from Hector’s 
perspective is said to be lying, κείμενον (17.86), on the earth with the same verb Menelaus will use as he 
thinks about how Patroclus is now lying, κεῖται (17.92), dead for the sake of his timê, such timê, 
incidentally, as is also due Patroclus.  Moreover, although it still remains unclear why, from Hector’s 
 
14 I am not as comfortable with just setting aside the questions that arise here, as does Allan: “The focus now turns 
to rescuing the body and armour of Patroclus, and Euphorbus fades from view after 17.91 (or 17.86, if one takes 
the τεύχεα καλὰ of 17.91 to refer to Patroclus’ armour).  The poet does not want his audience to be confused 
about whose body and armour the heroes are fighting over and Menelaus’ speech at 17.91ff. marks the transition 
from the aborted Leichenkampf over Euphorbus to that over Patroclus (of course the more important and 
elaborated)” (2005: 7 n.29).  But can we be so certain that the poet does not want us to be confused?  If, as Allan 
argues, the poet did not want us to be confused why did he not just tell us who is who and what is what?  Again, 




perspective the armor that Menelaus is preparing to take away should be acutely perceived to be kluta, 
we can imagine why eyes-on-the-prize-Hector would be more attentive to the “other man,” Patroclus, 
who is bleeding from just the sort of wound dealt him by Hector at the close of Sixteen: ὠτειλήν (17.86 
≡ 16.862),15 and whom we are to remember is wearing the other prize of Achilles, the armor, Achilles’ 
armor, that is…  But, no, that’s not quite right.  I have, as yet, been overlooking all along here that it is 
anything but certain that Patroclus would be wearing Achilles’ armor.  We’ll have to double back for 
that below…16 
  What to do now but venture forward and hope these nagging details may work themselves out? 
So, we cross over to Menelaus’ perspective; but what do we find but more confusion.  First, as we go in 
we immediately come up against the fact that whereas the armor that Menelaus was taking from 
Euphorbus was described from Hector’s perspective as kluta is now, from Menelaus’, merely kala.  Isn’t 
this backwards?  
“Ah me, if I leave behind the beautiful armor [τεύχεα καλὰ] 
And Patroclus, who lies here for the sake of my timê, 
Would not someone among the Danaans blame me should they see? 
Yet if I battle, alone, with Hector and the Trojans 
For the sake of shame, will they not surround me one against many?  
So why do I debate this within my thumos? 
When a man wishing to go up against a divinity battling a man 
 
15 Not, incidentally, all that common a term with a total eleven instances, and only three total, including these two, 
in the accusative. 
16 I will turn in a moment to the view, such as expressed by Janko (1992: 409), that Patroclus’ corpse is to be 




Whom the god honors, great pain rolls in swiftly. 
Therefore, let no Danaan who may see me giving ground to Hector  
Blame me, since he is fighting from god. 
But if I could just detect the cry of great Ajax 
We might somehow get around remembering our zeal for the fight 
Even going up against the divinity, if somehow we could drag out the corpse 
For Pelides Achilles. Such would be the best among evils.”   (17.91-105) 
Whereas above it was difficult to decide who the “other man” was, here, where there is no equivocation 
on the fact that it is Patroclus who is lying on the earth, we nonetheless face an analogous problem in 
determining whose kala teuchea is being referred to at 17.91: Is it Euphorbus’ or Patroclus’/Achilles’?  
 
  At this point I ask what could reasonably be imagined of auditors of an oral performance of The 
Iliad as being capable of comprehending, according to this speculative audition I set―provisionally and 
merely hypothetically―as my methodological rationale for attempting to read the text as literally as 
possible eschewing any mitigations or forgiveness for imprecision on Homer’s part.  But this exercise 
has been merely hypothetical, as, in fact, I do not hold that The Iliad should be interpreted as an oral 
poem, and examples of why are here to follow presently.  And, what is more, all of these issues arise 
before even having made any reference to what would have to be the most egregious and ostensibly 
unsustainable gaff on the part of the poet.  My readers might even have already been surprised that it 
was to that moment at 17.125 that I turned following upon my opening whimsy about catching Homer 




on the question of the ostensible οὐ κατὰ κόσμον paratactic “glitch” at 125, it should be rather obvious 
now that the real problem to be tackled is the far more problematic gaff of the juxtaposition of Patroclus’ 
corpse with Achilles’ armor at the opening of Seventeen when Euphorbus doubles back and faces off 
with Menelaus.  For it will be recalled that when Patroclus had been struck from behind by Euphorbus, 
his/Achilles’ armor just “popped” off in front of him.  But Patroclus did not fall there beside the armor; 
no, rather, he retreated back into his band of hetairoi.  Patroclus was finally slain by Hector apart from 
the armor.  So then how is it that at the opening of Seventeen we find Euphorbus having returned to 
where Patroclus’ corpse had been left at the end of Sixteen in his bid to take both Patroclus’ corpse and 
the “bloody spoils,” λεῖπε δὲ νεκρόν, ἔα δ᾽ ἔναρα βροτόεντα (17.13)?  So the question presents itself 
here again: is Homer not “nodding”? 
  Janko quite confidently, indeed I argue overly confidently, although he doesn’t seem pressed to 
make too much of the problem, argues against such a reading: “ἐχάζετο and ἀναχαζόμενον must [my 
emphasis added] be conative: Patroclus tries [Janko’s emphasis] to retreat.  Had he gone any distance, 
he would have left his armor behind; yet his body is later with his armor, if not in it” (1992: 415).  While 
Janko provides this explanation for the relative positions of the armor and body, he does express some 
sense of the complex of problems I have been wrangling with above, as he does feel the need to provide 
some explanation, albeit vague, for his sense that it is “implied that Patroclus’ body still wears its armor 
(7.13, 17.125, 17.205)” (409).  He argues that, “the folk-tale idea of a god [Apollo] stripping 
[Patroclus]… necessary once Homer decided to clothe [Patroclus in Achilles’ divine armor] perhaps 
seemed too bizarre for the poet’s taste; hence the narrative soon reverts to the usual pattern where a body 
wears its armor until it is stripped” (409).  So whereas Janko smooths over the problem of the relative 




between the slaying and the relationship of the corpse and armor at the opening of Seventeen without 
going quite so far as I would suggest he might have in leveling the old favorite charge of “nodding”!  In 
both regards, however, Janko seems more determined to excuse the poet than catch him out.  
  But I’m afraid I am not inclined to be so forgiving, if that is the right word, as Janko.  Before I 
turn back to the problem at the opening of Seventeen, I must reckon with Janko’s reading of the moment 
of Patroclus’ slaying.  I’m afraid that despite his efforts to stave off a charge of nodding here to which 
the poet would seem to be susceptible if his account did separate the body from the armor, I see certain 
insurmountable problems with his argument.  His indication that we must read ἐχάζετο and 
ἀναχαζόμενον as conative feels a bit forced even on its face.  I would ask whether in the absence of the 
assumption that Patroclus must not be separated from his armor because of what we learn in Seventeen 
Janko’s would be the, or even a, natural reading of the lines.  I suppose most would be inclined to agree 
that in isolation we would read, “Patroclus did retreat back into the band of his companions,” and that 
Hector saw him “retreating back wounded by the sharp bronze” (16.817 & 819).  I am not yet arguing 
that we might not admit Janko’s reading, but certainly we needn’t necessarily on its face.  But what I see 
as overtly problematic is the reference to the fact that Hector had to “cross the line,” ἦλθε κατὰ στίχας 
(16.820), to strike Patroclus.  This suggests to me that indeed the more obvious reading of 817 & 819 
makes more sense wherein the lines indicate that Patroclus succeeded in withdrawing back ἑτάρων εἰς 
ἔθνος (16.817) and would thus have been separated from the armor.  I picture Euphorbus’ attack coming 
as Patroclus is fighting apart from the ἔθνος in his moment of aristeia with Patroclus then, wounded and 
denuded, having to retreat from that open ground to the shelter of his hetairoi.  Just the same, if this were 




However, I see another far more insuperable problem.  For if, in fact, Patroclus had fallen, even 
despite whatever failed effort to make a move in retreat, in the sort of proximity to the armor that it 
appears we find him at the opening of Seventeen, then why would not Hector have taken the armor 
immediately to hand, indeed even already “stripped” and simply there for the taking?  Indeed, the very 
fact that Hector has failed to strip Patroclus is the subject of the dying hero’s taunt: “Yea, Hector, go 
ahead and boast, for, yes, Zeus Chronides and Apollo gave you the victory, having easily broken me:  
For they [αὐτοὶ, my emphasis] took [ἕλοντο] the armor from my shoulders…” (16.844-46). So while I 
do thus reject Janko’s attempt to mitigate the problem that the juxtaposition of Patroclus and the armor 
presents at Seventeen where it would seem Homer could be judged as nodding―would I now be so bold 
as to level this charge?―in having forgotten where he left Patroclus, and while I do contend that this 
discrepancy of basic narrative events would be far more problematic than what might have been in the 
offing with the paratactic rift on the level of the narrator’s narration I considered above, what I would 
argue we can certainly say is that Homer here in Sixteen is not forgetting that Hector would most 
certainly have taken this kala, or rather, kluta, armor had he had the opportunity and that Patroclus 
would not have had any interest in reminding him of the armor were it there to hand for the taking. 
  Moreover, looking forward, we find corroboration that Patroclus had already been stripped when 
we get to that critical moment when, ἐπεὶ, Hector strides in to take—and here is that verb again, 
ἀπηύρα—not “strip,” the kluta teuchea (17.125).  And I note Janko is overlooking the force of ἀπηύρα 
as opposed to such as Hector’s choice of ἐνάριξα (17.187) in his assumption that the armor is back on, 
or at least immediately proximate to, Patroclus’ body and that the narrative “reverts to the usual pattern 
where a body wears its armor until it is stripped” (1992: 409).  So even though Hector will a bit later 




stripped (no, simply no) Patroclus, τὰ Πατρόκλοιο βίην ἐνάριξα κατακτάς (17.187), in his “narrational” 
bid to sweep all this confusion under the carpet, we need not be thrown off so long as we do not fail to 
appreciate the full ironic force of the fact that ‘Zeus’―read: our author―follows this with an equivocal 
recasting of Hector’s lie, stating that he “struck,” ἔπεφνες (17.204) Patroclus and did “lift,” εἵλευ 
(17.206), the now “immortal teuchea” from Patroclus head and shoulders, but did so, however, οὐ κατὰ 
κόσμον (17.205), “not in accordance with the proper order”!  And this recasting of Hector’s lie 
represents the moment in which ‘Zeus’ decides to defer what otherwise might have been a traditional 
version of the killing and proper stripping of Patroclus such as ‘he’―read: our author―hypothetically 
framed it at 16.650, ἀπό τ᾽ ὤμων τεύχε᾽ ἕληται, prior to any sign of Euphorbus on the horizon.  In light 
of all this, I felt inclined to turn a cynical eye on the fairytale of Sixteen in which it is “Apollo”—read: 
fairytale deus ex machina—who strips Patroclus.  
   Pace Janko, Patroclus has been separated from the armor in Sixteen; pace Janko, Patroclus 
corpse is neither in the armor, nor is Patroclus being ‘stripped’ of it by Hector in Seventeen.  So thus I 
arrive at my thesis: what? Homer “nodded”?  No.  No.  It is not Homer who has been nodding, not in the 
least.  
  The solution that resolves all of these apparent discrepancies is simple and unequivocal once we 
realize that Homer has simply, all too simply, contrived, indeed disingenuously contrived, to omit one 
key point of information; here is my claim, here the lynchpin: Euphorbus takes, and dons, Achilles’ 
armor.  All of the references to armor in Seventeen―the unqualified teuchea at 60, the kluta teuchea at 
70 and 85, the kala teuchea at 91, those again kluta robbed at 125 and providing for kleos at 131, kluta 




Euphorbus was not wearing a set of armor of his own, as he did not possess such when he arrived at 
Troy nor when he goes up against Menelaus, having instead donned Achilles’17 after he dealt the mortal 
blow to Patroclus, after he stripped the warrior, eyes spinning, dazed by the blow from behind.  
Euphorbus was the first to hit Patroclus with a spear; we might imagine the dull thud of such a blow 
from the back feeling, first, like the hand of a god, only a moment later to be followed by the stinging 
sensation, as if a second strike, of the puncture.  It is the “first” blow, Euphorbus’ blow, subjectively 
only at first felt by Patroclus as if a blow from the flat of Apollo’s hand, χειρὶ καταπρηνεῖ (17.792), 
which is actually Euphorbus’ sharp spear that severs, λῦσε (17.804), and releases the armor (17.803) 
leaving it there for the foot soldier to retrieve once Patroclus had retreated from the front. 
  It is because Hector killed a Patroclus who had already been stripped by Euphorbus that he was 
not able then and there to seize Achilles’ armor and was left to set out instead in pursuit of what is 
confirmed in retrospect by Apollo at 17.75ff. as the consolation prize of the team.  Although Patroclus 
makes the generalized—or, on the level of the author’s narrative, read: allegorical—claim first that it 
was the gods who “took away” his armor, αὐτοὶ γὰρ ἀπ᾽ ὤμων τεύχε᾽ ἕλοντο (16.846), a more realistic, 
concrete, interpretation of the fairytale becomes clear as we tease apart Patroclus’ dying reference to 
Euphorbus, ranking him alone as the one man acting with, or, I would say aligning him allegorically 
 
17 Upon recognizing the first glimmering of this possibility, I presumed it would be simply untenable, and I 
would not have been the first who would find such a notion at least facially untenable; so, “it is unthinkable [my 
emphasis] that such a minor warrior should gain Achilles’ armor” (Allan 1005: 7), although he is not considering 
the notion I am arguing but rather the prospect that Euphorbus should be taken to be returning for both the corpse 
and the armor, the supposed “bloody spoils.”  
  Here I may also point out that Roberto Nickel will no doubt take special interest in the notion of 
Menelaus facing an Achilles-Euphorbus returning to win Patroclus corpse.  As I indicate above, I only in some 
measure concur with his explanation of why he is figured thus.  In Iliad ad Nihilum I introduce and fully develop 
my jaundiced view of Achilles’ relationship with Patroclus, his therapôn whom he allows to enter battle 
illegitimately in his place while he is still living.  So the notion that an Achilles-Euphorbus, à la Nickel, is figured 




with, the divine forces, “But it was Moira and the son of Leto, And of men Euphorbus…” (16.849-50), 
from that which follows regarding Hector’s role, “but you were the third to strip/slay [ἐξεναρίζεις] me” 
(16.850).  I read ἐξεναρίζεις, equivocating as it does on the prospect of Hector slaying as opposed to 
actually stripping him now, which clearly is not what has happened, as prefiguring Hector’s later choice 
of the verb for his vindictive claim, his lie, of having been the one that, “stripped,” ἐνάριξα (17.187), 
Achilles’ armor from him.  I will return in just a moment to determine whether we should read 
ἐξεναρίζεις as “strip” or “slay,” but we should not forget here that it is Euphorbus who is expressly 
identified as the first to hit Patroclus with a spear, that is, a real spear, ὅς τοι πρῶτος ἐφῆκε βέλος 
(16.812). 
  First, we should also push back to the head of the stanza to determine more precisely Euphorbus’ 
role: 
ἤδη νῦν Ἕκτορ μεγάλ᾽ εὔχεο: σοὶ γὰρ ἔδωκε 
νίκην Ζεὺς Κρονίδης καὶ Ἀπόλλων, οἵ με δάμασσαν   
ῥηιδίως: αὐτοὶ γὰρ ἀπ᾽ ὤμων τεύχε᾽ ἕλοντο… 
(τοιοῦτοι δ᾽ εἴ πέρ μοι ἐείκοσιν ἀντεβόλησαν, 
  πάντές κ᾽ αὐτόθ᾽ ὄλοντο ἐμῷ ὑπὸ δουρὶ δαμέντες.) 
…ἀλλά με μοῖρ᾽ ὀλοὴ καὶ Λητοῦς ἔκτανεν υἱός, 
ἀνδρῶν δ᾽ Εὔφορβος: σὺ δέ με τρίτος ἐξεναρίζεις.   (16.844-50) 
And now great Hector you may vaunt: for to you has 
Zeus Cronidês and Apollo granted victory, they easily vanquished me 




(And should some twenty such as they come upon me, 
All of them would perish conquered by my spear) 
…but rather was it deadly Moira and the son of Leto who killed me 
And among men Euphorbus. You are but the third to ‘strip/slay me’. 
Once the parenthetical 847-48 is bracketed out, the implication of Patroclus’ statement becomes more 
readily apparent.  It is not only Zeus and Apollo who took, ἕλοντο, the armor, but also Apollo, Moira, 
and Euphorbus who “killed,” so to speak, ἔκτανεν, Patroclus.  Yet none in this list actually did kill 
Patroclus, for even if Apollo did hit Patroclus in the back, that blow did not finally kill him, nor did 
Euphorbus’.  So I read this as all to be taken together.  In other words, Patroclus begins the thought in 
terms of Zeus and Apollo as specifically taking the armor, and then after the shift in thought that comes 
with the parenthetical, he shifts to the less focused blanket term of ἔκτανεν (849), “killed,” to describe 
what all of them together did loosely and to deny that Hector’s would-be coup de (dis)grâce could be 
credited for killing him.  It is, however, at this point after the parenthetical that Euphorbus gets added in 
to this first grouping along with the reiterated reference to Apollo as son of Leto, that is, the grouping of 
those whom we can read back from the general reference to killing to the original notion of the taking of 
the armor.  The implication is that it was the gods broadly, and especially Apollo―and Euphorbus― 
who stripped, or rather took, ἕλοντο (846), the armor from Patroclus, because, again, the armor had just 
popped off, where the simple sense of just picking something up as a reading of αἱρέω would seem to 
describe precisely what Euphorbus (and then subsequently, Hector) did.  Moreover, we can get a sense 
here of why Patroclus, having seen the armor pop off prior to feeling the piercing pain of the “second” 




parenthetical and been tempted thus to link Euphorbus only with the obfuscating generality of ἔκτανεν 
(849), we might take another hint from the suggestion back to the opening reference to the taking of the 
armor in the global ἐξεναρίζεις (850) that applies not only immediately to Hector, but rather bundles all 
these figures―Euphorbus included―among those who stripped/slew Patroclus.  Hector will indeed 
prove to have been the third, at best, to do so, but Euphorbus already figures before him in the count as 
having done so as well.  Euphorbus, among men, stripped/slew Patroclus first. 
  The full rhetorical complexity of Patroclus’ words, however, devolve upon how we are to read 
ἐξεναρίζεις (16.850).  If we begin by looking to the point this moment is anticipating in Hector’s lie that 
he “stripped,” ἐνάριξα (17.187) the armor from Patroclus, we may determine that while we must read 
ἐξεναρίζεις at 16.850 as “slay,” we should also recognize that the author is already prefiguring the 
problem of who did “strip” Patroclus.  We must read this as “slay” because Patroclus is still alive and he 
serves as the most reliable witness to the fact that Hector did not “strip” him, ἐξεναρίζεις or, as Hector 
rephrases it, ἐνάριξα, either righteously or even just opportunistically in the most neutral ground sense of 
these terms stemming from a folk etymological sense of ἔναρα as if from αἱρέω as the “things just 
picked up.”  There is no need to push this particular “etymological” notion too hard, but it does point us 
back up to Patroclus’ representation of how he lost the armor at 16.846 when he says, αὐτοὶ γὰρ ἀπ᾽ 
ὤμων τεύχε᾽ ἕλοντο [αἱρέω], where the “they,” αὐτοὶ, Patroclus thus indicates are primarily the 
divinities, but also includes Euphorbus as the primary, yet trivialized (after all Euphorbus is Patroclus’ 
enemy too), human agent in his allegorizing account; Hector is added to the list merely as an 
afterthought, σὺ δέ (16.850), not as one that participated in the “stripping” of Patroclus—for Patroclus 
indicates that there was at best merely a “taking,” ἕλοντο, anyway—but rather merely the “slaying,” 




actually stripped from Patroclus was his last ounce of strength, should we slightly misread his syntax at 
17.187, τὰ Πατρόκλοιο βίην ἐνάριξα κατακτάς, deliberately misconstruing βίην as the object of ἐνάριξα 
as opposed to τὰ referring back to the ἔντεα in 186, the author is insisting that the point of his 
(Patroclus’) choice of ἐξεναρίζεις at 16.850 is to highlight that while Hector may have dealt the coup de 
(dis)grâce he did not take the grand prix. 
  Just the same we are also led to ask why he didn’t, since the last we heard of the armor it had just 
fallen to the ground, left for the taking.  Why doesn’t Hector just bend down and pick up, τί οὐ εἷλε, the 
armor?  Two reasons: first, the place where Hector now finds and kills Patroclus is not where the armor 
dropped.  This is clearly established by the author.  At 16.803 the shield and corselet fall to the ground at 
his feet, χαμαὶ πέσε τερμιόεσσα, and at 16.817 he “quickly drew back into the throng of his hetairoi,” ἂψ 
ἑτάρων εἰς ἔθνος; second, the armor is “already now,” ἤδη νῦν (16.844), no longer there, as it had 
already been taken, ἕλοντο, as Patroclus told us at 16.846, by Zeus and Apollo, oh, yes, and by 
Euphorbus as we learn at 16.850, who we may conclude—although our author opts, almost as if on a 
whim, to omit this detail—just picked it up, scurrying back in with his quick feet, πόδεσσί τε 
καρπαλίμοισι (16.809),18 while he was still nearby.  Opts to omit, almost as if on a whim… This is most 
certainly not Homer nodding…  
  But we should recall that it is not that Hector doesn’t acquire some part of Achilles’ kit already 
in Sixteen, for after the thud to Patroclus’ back, Achilles’ helmet flies from Patroclus’ head rolling under 
the horses and at “that time Zeus gave it to Hector to wear [φορέειν] on his head” (16.799-800).  Even 
 
18 I do adopt Nickel’s reading of this element, namely that is a key element in Homer’s fashioning of Euphorbus 




closer reading, however, would separate these lines, for τότε tells us only when Zeus gave the helmet 
into Hector’s possession, φορέειν, not when he opts to don it.  Although I can only say I suspect he has 
yet to don the helmet, come the opening of book Seventeen, in as much as he retains his typical epithet 
“of the shining helm,” κορυθαίολος,19 without any apparent indication of any change, what I can say for 
certain is that this is the one element of Achilles’ kit that Euphorbus is not wearing when it happens that 
Menelaus slays him in the neck followed by a detailed description of his bloodied plaits immediately 
following the first reference to the unqualified teuchea that are Achilles’.  Indeed, it is the description of 
his plaits that kicks off the extended simile that leads us down to the first reference to when, ἐπεὶ (17.50-
60). 
  The Euphorbus we meet at the opening of Seventeen already wearing Achilles’ armor is now 
circling back to add Patroclus’ naked corpse to complete his κλέος ἐσθλὸν, that νεκρόν, that I, 
moreover, contend, rejecting the common reading, constitutes “the bloody spoils,” ἔναρα βροτόεντα 
(17.13).  On my reading, the phrase does not refer, in conjunction, as has always been reasonably 
assumed for having been prompted by the author’s obfuscating design, to Achilles’ armor, but stands in 
effect in apposition to the reference to Patroclus’ corpse: “leave the corpse, let the bloody spoils [the 
corpse, that is] be.”  Just such a distinction between armor vs. the bloody spoils of corpses was deftly 
established in Fifteen, when behind Apollo the Trojans have the Greeks falling back.  While at 15.343 
the Trojans are “stripping the armor,” ἐνάριζον ἀπ᾽ ἔντεα, at 15.347 Hector instructs them to “leave the 
bloody spoils, ἐᾶν δ᾽ ἔναρα βροτόεντα, sole line end match for ἔα δ᾽ ἔναρα βροτόεντα (17.13 *≡* 
15.347).  That the spoils in question here are the corpses and not the armor is made evident by Hector’s 
 
19 In Iliad ad Nihilum I track out the full trajectory of Hector’s putatively traditional epithet and assess 




threat that the corpse of any man who persists in fussing over the corpse to deprive his victim of the last 
rites will himself not receive the rite of burning from his own family (15.348-51).  Moreover, that these 
spoils that Euphorbus seeks are not Achilles’ teuchea is clear in that the teuchea had, unlike Patroclus’ 
corpse, yet to be bloodied, they had just popped off Patroclus (even if they will later be bloodied 
expressly, emphasized with enjambment at 22.368-69, once stripped―properly stripped, ἐσύλα―from 
Hector’s shoulders: ὃ δ᾽ ἀπ᾽ ὤμων τεύχε᾽ ἐσύλα  |  αἱματόεντ᾽).20  That the armor was not bloodied, nor 
sullied in any way, is moreover emphatically inferred by contrast to the helmet which is, as is expressly 
described in detail, again with emphatic enjambment: “the horsehair crest defiled  |  with blood and 
dust,” μιάνθησαν δὲ ἔθειραι  |  αἵματι καὶ κονίῃσι (16.795-96).  Yet even though bloodied in Twenty-
Two they still will not constitute bloodied spoils.  A bit earlier on in Twenty-Two, Athena, posing as 
Deiphobus, urges Hector to stand and fight Achilles to see whether “killing the two of them Achilles 
would bear away the bloody spoils [ἔναρα βροτόεντα]” (22.245) in a moment that at once confirms the 
connection between Euphorbus and Hector and that the spoils Euphorbus seeks are solely those of 
Patroclus’ corpse.  For while “Deiphobus” has no spoils whatsoever, be it corpse or armor, to be taken, 
the only spoils to be gotten from Hector is his bloody corpse; the armor he wears, Achilles’ first kit (the 
kit that was not being referred to at the opening of Seventeen either), does certainly not constitute ἔναρα 
for Achilles, bloodied or otherwise.  And as I argue in Iliad ad Nihilum, this is the point of the entire 
 
20 Despite Allan’s extended consideration of the divine status of Achilles’ armor, he fails to recognize, in what is 
thus an especially inadequate accounting, the irony here of the brevity of this reference to the first kit hearkening 
as it does back to Euphorbus’ case: “given that this is the poem’s most important combat scene, such brevity is 
striking.  Yet now that Hector is dead and has paid for the despoiling of Patroclus, to dwell on the armor might 
recall too much Hector’s earlier victory [my emphasis added]” (2005: 11).  I trust my reader will see now why I 
cannot account Hector’s slaying of Patroclus as a “victory.”  For my fully elaborated treatment of the main 
problem at issue here in Twenty-Two, namely the fact that Hector’s having donned Achilles’ armor means that in 
this moment Hector’s armor will not be available for Achilles’ to strip as the symbol of the meritorious deed of 




complex: there are to hand no spoils for Achilles to take to secure his kleos, whether we would call it 
ἐσθλὸν or not―a high stakes question indeed―no matter.21  Moreover, that Euphorbus, already in 
possession of Achilles’ armor, has returned to match up the body to the armor, that is, the notion that 
ideally he would have both to complete his kleos, is reinforced by his express declaration of his intention 
to do precisely the same with Menalaos, that is, return both his armor and his head to his parents in 
revenge for his brother’s death (17.39).22   
 Achilles’ are the teuchea that need to be stripped back again from the Trojan by Menelaus at 60, 
those that are kluta not for him, but rather those that had been for Euphorbus, at least for the short while 
he wore them, and would again be for Hector too, at least for a while until he is shamed into donning 
them.  So, the problem at 85 of “the one man” vs. “the other man,” resolves into the two elements to be 
taken for complete kleos: the armor of Achilles that Menelaus, now having stripped back from 
Euphorbus’ corpse, is preparing to take away and the other man who matters, from Hector’s perspective 
that is, Patroclus to whom he had already dealt the wound (86) first mentioned at 16.862.  The “value” 
of Patroclus’ corpse for Hector, however, is quite the opposite of that for Euphorbus: for Euphorbus, the 
corpse would serve to confirm that he had performed the meritorious deed of killing Patroclus and had 
not just come upon the armor fortuitously (and we can see that for Euphorbus who came to the fight as a 
lowly foot soldier, as I will address below, the complement of both as evidence of his extraordinary deed 
would be all the more important); for Hector the “value” of Patroclus’ corpse, the reason he struggles to 
 
21 And it is in this that the fundamental difference between my and Nickel’s readings ultimately lie. 
22 Here, in Euphorbus’ last words, we see that the threats and taunts of Menelaus, 17.19-32, have led him to match 
the passion that we see from the description, μέγ᾽ ὀχθήσας 17.18, was triggered, I would contend, from the outset 
by Menelaus’ outrage at seeing the overweening foot soldier in Achilles’ armor.  I suggest that in light of the 
disclosure of this hidden fact we may wish to reassess Steven Scully’s characterization of this occurrence of 




take possession of it, is so that it could not be exhibited as evidence that he had only killed Patroclus 
(which of course he didn’t anyway) as he would rather destroy and disfigure it to eliminate the evidence 
that he didn’t win Achilles’ armor by slaying and stripping its proper owner, his righteous opponent. 
  At 91 Achilles’ armor is merely kala to Menelaus, and he knows that when he will have to back 
away from both the kala teuchea and Patroclus’ corpse, Hector will quickly have them leaving, 
incidentally, Euphorbus’ naked corpse behind, as he is reduced back to his original supernumerary foot 
soldier status, never to be heard of again…  Thus, finally in this chain, when, ἐπεὶ (125), we return to the 
moment at 60 that has been set up to distance us from the moment when Patroclus’ corpse was first 
stripped in Sixteen, through the deliberately contrived obfuscation of Menelaus seeming to be stripping 
armor that was Euphorbus’ own (did he even have armor of his own to begin with? No. I’ll turn to this 
in a moment) that would lead many if not most readers, and, yes, auditors especially too, to slip back 
into a vaguely conceived assumption that Patroclus’ still armed corpse will be subjected to the 
traditional pattern of being stripped by the vanquisher, Hector… finally, when we discover that the 
author’s metanarrative disruption of traditional parataxis with ἐπεὶ at 125 is not just one that points back 
to ἐπεὶ at 60, when Menelaus’ proper act of stripping Euphorbus sans the formal reward of kleos makes 
the armor ready for Hector merely to rob from the one with whom he should at least have shared the 
kleos for killing Patroclus, so that Menelaus will know that Hector will have already taken the armor by 
the time he will return with Ajax to defend the naked corpse of Patroclus, or, quoting Hector, not only 
will have already but also sort of already had “stripped,” ἐνάριξα back in Sixteen, by the grace of the 
bequeathal of the helmet to Hector by Zeus, who finally, however, decrees Hector’s ‘killing’ and 
‘stripping’ as οὐ κατὰ κόσμον… rather, finally, we discover that the moment when, ἐπεὶ, Menelaus is 




in reverse action to encase Patroclus and the helmet rolling back up onto Patroclus’ head―to the 
moment, that moment oddly doubled between the divine and human registers, between the allegorical 
and concrete, in the author’s utterly contrived fairytale bifurcated obfuscation of the very moment 
“when” “Apollo,” aka Euphorbus, sneaking up from behind, was the first to strike, stun, strip.  
Euphorbus’ Plaits 
But then who is Euphorbus?  Who is this nobody, this presumed coward,23 who is given the honor of 
sporting the armor of the great Achilles’, if only for a short span?  The notion not only that the author 
has opted to extend this distinction to Euphorbus but also to so blatantly withhold this critical point of 
information will, of course, be difficult for many Homerists to countenance.  Thus a more exacting 
examination of Euphorbus’ character and role is called for; however, it is not solely in order to support 
these claims that I do so, but rather in that his treatment reveals our author in one of his most 
manipulative and inventive, and most decidedly not naïve, moments.  Who is this Homer who has no 
qualms in obliging us to work through the convoluted puzzle that results from simply opting to withhold 
one simple piece of mere information, one bald fact? 
  Does Euphorbus deserve the distinction of donning Achilles’ armor?  I mean, even if the skeptic 
would grant the premise for a moment that Euphorbus has come by Achilles’ armor, has he not done so 
in an essentially opportunistic and cowardly fashion?  He is, it would seem, described as lacking the 
 
23 For example, Janko, “Euphorbus’ cowardly hit” (1992: 414), and, “the detail that Euphorbus hit the disarmed 
Patroclus… and then fled resembles Hagen’s cowardly blow at Nibelungenlied xvf.” (1992: 409).  I will address 
below why Euphorbus must strike from behind, but, on my reading, he is not striking a Patroclus already 




courage, after having struck him from behind, to face Patroclus directly, even though he has been 
denuded.  But let’s look a bit more closely at the short passage that describes Euphorbus in Sixteen:  
And from close behind him a Dardanian man 
struck him with the sharp spear between the shoulders 
Panthoïdês Euphorbus, who excelled beyond those his age 
With the spear both as a horseman and through the speed of his feet 
Indeed, he had already thrown twenty men from their horses 
Since first coming with the chariots, an apprentice in warfare; 
He first hit you, Patroclus my rider, with the spear 
But did not break you, but withdrew again, and mixed with the throng, 
Pulling the ashen spear from your flesh, and did not stand.  (16.806-814) 
First, we might ask whether it is necessarily cowardly to strike a man in the back if the opportunity 
presents itself in battle.  Perhaps one might argue this, but the characterization of Euphorbus that 
immediately follows this designation is consistently positive.  He is singled out as excelling, albeit with 
the added caveat of “among those of his age.”  This specification would seem to designate that while 
Euphorbus was the head of his class, so to speak, he is still being here, as yet, compared only with an 
inferior group of relatively inexperienced warriors.  This suggestion is, moreover, borne out when he is 
identified as as yet an apprentice in warfare διδασκόμενος πολέμοιο (812).  So, precocious, if green. 
Doesn’t sound so bad.  Moreover, he has already cast down twenty men from their horses.  Not only is 
the tally impressive, but in a moment we will see why it is impressive that these twenty men have been 




  The most important element to address next, however, is the use of οὐδ᾽ ὑπέμεινε (16. 815), 
seeming to indicate that he lacked the courage to stand and fight Patroclus.  The verb doesn’t necessarily 
indicate cowardice, as it literally only means not to stand or remain.  Yet, the notion that it should be 
read as indicating cowardice as is commonly assumed would certainly not be inconsistent with the 
generally objective and neutral tone of Homeric narration of events.  Indeed, such tone is of course 
central to the commonly conceived sense for the sublimity or nobility of “Homer’s” putatively naïve 
poetics.  However, we may consider the possibility that our ironic poet is exploiting this stylistic 
dynamic as well, for we might imagine another explanation for why Euphorbus would not bother to 
stand to finish off Patroclus at this point.  
  What if Euphorbus has his eyes instead on the greater prize of Achilles’ armor?  It is perhaps not 
hard to see why he might deem this set of armor as a greater priority than simply racking up another kill 
especially if he as yet lacked armor of his own.  Sure, he is seeking to take both prizes.  Indeed, there is 
no reason to doubt that he ever lacked any intention of circling back to finish off Patroclus.  For even 
though Hector had already done so―while we should be imagining Euphorbus arming in Achilles’ 
armor―and had also opted, like Euphorbus, to leave the corpse behind in the interests of the greater 
prize he prioritizes, that is, Achilles’ team, as is established expressly toward the end of the book when 
he breaks away from the fight for Patroclus’ corpse to pursue Achilles’ chariot manned by the inferior 
charioteers Automedon and Alcimedon, as the only prize remaining in the absence of the armor, we 
have every reason to suppose Euphorbus was returning precisely to add Patroclus’ corpse, the bloodied 
spoil, ἔναρα βροτόεντα (17.13), be he still clinging to life, or already dead, at the opening of book 
Seventeen.  Such a conception of Euphorbus’ motivations makes his claim to genuine kleos all the more 




his spear, that he could have judged whether his first blow would on its own have been deadly.  Well 
that is, of course, had not Hector interceded and done so, having himself recovered something of the 
courage that Zeus had taken from him only once Patroclus had been mortally wounded by Euphorbus.  
For when ‘Zeus’ had decided to defer the death of Patroclus he did so by “putting in Hector a thumos 
without strength,” Ἕκτορι δὲ πρωτίστῳ ἀνάλκιδα θυμὸν ἐνῆκεν (16.656).24  Who’s the coward? 
  So we can imagine how much more the righteous indeed is Euphorbus’ claim to having been the 
one who truly killed Patroclus… forget Patroclus’ conceit of a fairytale Apollo whom, incidentally, only 
he can even claim to have at best only “sensed” anyway as clearly it was solely by Patroclus that “the 
god,” “shrouded in mist,” ἠέρι γὰρ πολλῇ κεκαλυμμένος (16.790), did not go unperceived, οὐκ ἐνόησεν 
(16.789)… how much more the righteous when we come to recognize that Euphorbus came to Troy not 
riding his own chariot, but rather on foot “alongside the chariots,” σὺν ὄχεσφι (16.811), who while he 
may have on occasion applied his ἱπποσύνῃ as a therapôn, was in essence a foot soldier who called upon 
his fleetness of feet, πόδεσσί τε καρπαλίμοισι (809), to fell not only some unspecified number of fellow 
supernumerary foot soldiers, but also, against whatever odds, some twenty superior mounted opponents, 
and do so, moreover, on the even more uneven playing field of lacking protective armor.  
 
24 Those who view Hector as cowardly in this moment include John Esposito (2015: 114), A. A. Long (1970: 
124), and Walter Donlan (1979: 62) pointing back to 16.656-65, although he is downplaying the rebuke as 
“potentially discordant,” & (2002: 162).  Richard Martin, who does not address 16.656, discounts Glaucus’ 
statement, attributing it to “the heat of battle” (1989: 214-15).  James Holoka talks of Hector having lost, “his 
usual eminence,” and Glaucus having gained, “a real, if temporary, advantage in status” (1983: 8).  While I can 
concur with his assertion that Hector responds to Glaucus’ rebuke relatively mildly for having seen its “justice,” I 
would argue that we must also take stock of the shameful act Glaucus is calling out.  Glaucus’ rebuke here 
escalates his earlier chiding words to Hector (16.537-43); the difference here in seventeen, however, is that Hector 




  In fact it is a mistake to read cowardice into the simple literal sense of οὐδ᾽ ὑπέμεινε (814), “he 
did not stand,” for we may conclude that, had he then the benefit of protective armor, Euphorbus would 
have been no less courageous in standing against Patroclus than he was at the opening of Seventeen 
when he stands “close,” ἄγχι (17.10), against Menelaus, “addressing him face to face,” προσέειπεν 
(17.11).  For who would be more reliable than the man on the scene, Menelaus, to bear witness to 
Euphorbus’ courage as he upbraids him for excess boldness,25 likening him to leopards, lions, and the 
wild boar26 that possesses the “greatest courage,” μέγιστος θυμὸς (17.21-22)?  Sounds like some pretty 
impressive bona fides from a reliable witness.  Hardly sounds like a coward.  For while we may already 
recognize the question from Sixteen as Euphorbus fails to heed Menelaus command to “retreat back into 
the throng and not stand against me,” ἀλλά σ᾽ ἔγωγ᾽ ἀναχωρήσαντα κελεύω ἐς πληθὺν ἰέναι, μηδ᾽ ἀντίος 
ἵστασ᾽ ἐμεῖο (17.30), the author’s agenda is nowhere clearer than when Menelaus, dialing in more 
precisely the narrator’s language from Sixteen, likens Euphorbus to his brother, recalling when 
Hyperênor “stood up” boldly against him, ὑπέμεινε (17.25 *≡* 16.814).  And that Euphorbus should be 
compared favorably to Hector is confirmed when we find in Hector’s representation of Glaucus’ 
shaming of him the suggestion that he, unlike Euphorbus, did not dare to “stand up to,” οὐχ ὑπομεῖναι27 
(17.174), Ajax. 
 
25 For a consideration of the exchange from Menelaus’ perspective see André Lardinois (1998: 10-13) who looks 
to the altercation as a model for Hesiod’s quarrel with Perseus in the Works and Days. 
26 See Valerio Caldesi Valeri (2009: 18-31) on the relationship between family vendetta and animal similes, in 
particular the “destructive minded boar,” in connection with Euphorbus’ retort to Menelaus.  Glenn Markoe 
(1989: 93 and n. 24) discusses the lion attack as depicted on the Euphorbus plate, as does Anna Rachel Pease 
Stelow along with the other similes (2005: 37-43).  More in-depth consideration of the Euphorbus plate lies 
outside the scope of this study, but her work may be consulted for a thoroughgoing treatment of the problem and 
literature.  I do note that should the creator of the plate been more or less directly inspired by our Iliad, this 
individual would also not have detected Homer’s obfuscation as the figure identified as Euphorbus is helmed. 




  No, Euphorbus did not fall back into the throng out of fear of Patroclus whom he left naked, 
γυμνόν (815), that is, stripped bare.  No, he fell back from the fight in order to don Achilles’ armor and 
level the playing field; we could say that Euphorbus too is ‘naked’ until he takes possession of Achilles’ 
armor.  Is there any supporting evidence for the notion that Euphorbus had no armor nor helmet of his 
own?  Yes, from Euphorbus’ bloodied hair.  Why, after all, does the author lavish so much attention on 
his plaits if not to highlight the fact that once Menelaus impales him in the throat the blood spills on his 
uncovered head.  For the one element that was missing from the armor that Euphorbus stripped from 
Patroclus was the helmet that had rolled off into Hector’s hands.  If Euphorbus had his own armor prior 
to donning Achilles’ why would he not have retained his own helmet to add to complete the kit?  
  Perhaps one might argue that the author is just expecting us to assume that an armored warrior 
would typically be wearing a helmet and thus not bother mentioning the detail, that it is just a question 
of a relatively soft focus.  But the author is, in fact, pulling such sharp focus on his hair that we are left 
envisioning the individual wasp-like plaits (17.52), followed by the lavish simile wherein the hair 
emerges as metonym for the entire man (53-58).  Is the author asking us to develop this sort of detailed 
image of hair that would be mostly concealed within a helmet?  While it is true that this author will in 
certain relatively insignificant instances be sparing of certain details, it is also clear that he can, when the 
occasion warrants it, dial in all the exquisite details.  Heads are impaled in helmets; they are severed and 
hang to the side; they are outright severed and roll.  But there are a few cases that look particularly 
useful as examples for the purpose of considering whether we should consider it likely that Euphorbus’ 
hair was bloodied inside a helmet without a reference to the helmet.  Two instances in Sixteen present a 
quite graphic description of heads burst asunder with stones within the helmet that remains on the 




description of the head as “all cleaved in twain within the stout helmet” (16.412-3 *≡* 16.578-9).  And 
if that weren’t enough, there is an even more exacting pathology of the intermeshing of specific head 
parts and specific elements of the helmet (the eye holes) not too long after Euphorbus’ case at 17.293ff: 
And the son of Telamon rushing in through the throng 
Close in struck the bronze-cheeked helmet 
And the horsehair crested helmet wrangled with the spearpoint  
Smitten by the heavy spear and strong hand driving it home 
And the brains ran out of the wound through the eyehole 
Bleeding. 
And, in the case of Akamai, at fourteen 14.493ff., we witness a quite thoroughgoing devastation of the 
head through the eye-socket spelled out in all its grisly details and then finalized with the head severed 
and joisted on a pike.  It is noteworthy that much of the description of the mutilation of the head is given 
prior to the phrase that expressly identifies that “the head was with the helmet,” σὺν πήληκι κάρη 
(14.498).  This case of the mutilation of a helmeted head is called out ostentatiously in the pointed 
display of the head on the pike with accompanying vaunt and the narrator’s comparison of it to the head 
of a poppy flower. 
  So, clearly if our author is setting up a situation where Euphorbus’ neck spurted blood into his 
hair while still inside a helmet he would have no qualms in giving us all the gory details.  So, if 
Euphorbus was wearing a helmet we would have to conclude that the author had made a decision not to 




       Yet even more tellingly, if we allow ourselves to look back a bit further, we find a particular 
instance involving Menelaus and another opponent, Peisandros (13.601ff.), that prefigures the question 
of Euphorbus’ exposed head.  The fighters exchange failed spear casts and then close for close combat at 
13.610ff.  They are expressly paired, as “the fell upon one another together” (13.613), and exchange 
blows.  That Menelaus is helmed here (as is also expressly established at the opening of Seventeen, 17.3, 
κεκορυθμένος αἴθοπι χαλκῷ) is made explicitly evident by Peisandros’ axe blow to “the crested 
(κόρυθος from κόρυς) horn topped with horsehair, at the very top of the crest” (13.614-15).  It is telling 
that the word for helmet, κόρυς, is only indirectly indicated in the allusion to it in κόρυθος, as any such 
reference to a helmet is thus, by way of contrast, all the more conspicuously absent in the description of 
Menelaus’ fatal blow to the brow of his opponent just above the highpoint of the nose, ὃ δὲ προσιόντα 
μέτωπον ῥινὸς ὕπερ πυμάτης (13.615-16), that is, precisely at the lowest point the helmet would be 
implicated.  Whereas Menelaus fails to strip Achilles’ armor from Euphorbus, although he could easily, 
ῥεῖα (17.70), have done so had not Hector impinged, here he successfully strips and takes Peisandros’ 
armor, 13.640ff., referred to neutrally as ἔντε᾽… αἱματόεντα.   




Euphorbus, donning Achilles’ armor, boldly addresses Menelaus: “Menelaus Atreïdê, cherished by Zeus 




kleos among the Trojans” (17.12-16).  And then goes on to threaten to take both Menelaus’ head and 
armor (39).  Menelaus slays Euphorbus, and was stripping (ἐσύλα) his, i.e., Achilles’, armor (60) and 
would then easily have taken the kluta teuchea, kluta for both Euphorbus and Hector, had not Apollo 
roused Hector (70-71) “While you chase Achilles’ horses, Menelaus has killed the best of Trojans, 
Euphorbus” (75-80).  Hector looked across the line and instantly saw (ἔγνω) what we are deprived of 
seeing plainly, the one man, Menelaus, taking up the kluta teuchea, Achilles’, as would be kluta for 
Hector, and the other, Patroclus, lying on the ground… (85-86).  Menelaus, to himself, “Shall I leave the 
kala teuchea, Achilles’, and Patroclus?  At least if I summon Ajax we may save Patroclus’ corpse as it is 
clear that Hector will first turn to seize Achilles’ armor” (91-105) only now that Euphorbus is dead 
having the opportunity to do so.  Addressing Ajax, “we must fight for Patroclus’ body…” which is 
naked because that is how Euphorbus left it in Sixteen, “…for Hek-tor holds (ἔχει) the armor” (120-22).  
But Hektor, when he had robbed (ἀπηύρα) not only Patroclus but also Euphorbus of the kluta teuchea, 
just previously genuinely kluta for Euphorbus, and hence, for a while, falsely kluta for Hector, dragged 
at Patroclus in order to sever his head and destroy the evidence of he from whom Achilles’ armor had 
been taken, and to feed the corpse to the dogs to dispose of the body that only the likes of a Euphorbus 
would have needed to warrant a kleos esthlon (125-28) unlike an aristocrat like Hector.  Then Hector fell 
back among his companions and gave over the teuchea kala to be born behind the walls of Troy in order 
that it establish great (μέγα) spurious kleos for him (αὐτῷ), that is, as opposed to the genuine kleos it 
had just constituted for Euphorbus (129-31). But Glaucus laid a harsh word on him, “Oh Hector, you are 
of the most noble form, yet much wanting in battle; you yourself hold (ἔχει) the ‘genuine’ kleos of the 
coward who flees. Think now rather of how you, mere holder of Achilles’ armor, might save your city, 





Euphorbus’ Plaint, reprise 
But Hector still has another trick up his, or rather, Achilles’, sleeve, or cuirass.  For once he who was the 
Holder returns to battle instead as the wearer of Achilles’ armor, he has a new deal to offer, one that it 
seems he should originally have offered Euphorbus: 
ὃς δέ κε Πάτροκλον καὶ τεθνηῶτά περ ἔμπης 
Τρῶας ἐς ἱπποδάμους ἐρύσῃ, εἴξῃ δέ οἱ Αἴας,  
ἥμισυ τῷ ἐνάρων ἀποδάσσομαι, ἥμισυ δ᾽ αὐτὸς 
ἕξω ἐγώ: τὸ δέ οἱ κλέος ἔσσεται ὅσσον ἐμοί περ.  (17.229-32) 
 
For He who drags out Patroclus, dead though he be, 
Back to the Trojans, breakers of horses, and Ajax yields before him, 
Half of the spoils will I share out, but half for myself 
I will hold: and the kleos for him will be such as is for me. 
And so we have come full circle as we find Hector, having been shamed by Glaucus, the one whom 
Patroclus indicated was merely the third, now seemingly willing to share with the one would capture 
Patroclus’ corpse what he should have shared with Euphorbus, the first among men to have struck 
Patroclus, at the outset, back when, we will recall, donning Achilles’ teuchea, he doubled back for the 
bloody spoils, ἔναρα βροτόεντα (17.13), of Patroclus’ corpse.  But let us be careful here, for just as at 




these spoils, these ἔναρα, were Achilles’ armor, the winning of which would secure for Euphorbus κλέος 
ἐσθλὸν—why not translate this here now as an honest, or valid, kleos—here we must recognize that the 
half of the spoils, ἐνάρων (17.13), that Hector plans to dole out are that same half, the bloody half, 
ἥμισυ (17.231), that Euphorbus sought at the outset.  Meanwhile Hector will himself appropriate, so as 
to one-up Glaucus’ shaming ironizing on Menelaus’ unwitting ironizing of his own name, the novel 
figura etymologica in identifying himself as the one who will, despite Glaucus’ comeuppance, finally 
hold, ἕξω, will finally be the “Holder” of, the other half, that half he already holds and wears―just as 
we have discovered Euphorbus had already been holding and wearing when he returned for the bloodied 
half―the only half that, unlike the bloodied half, matters for him in that he as yet imagines, or dreams, it 
could secure for him a κλέος ἄφθιτον,28 albeit spurious. 
  
 
28 See Nagy (1974: 256).  Hector’s would-be κλέος ἄφθιτον in the end proves no more secure than Achilles’, pace 
Nagy, as results from the fact that in the end Achilles gains nothing more than what amounts to the raw, or rather 
rotten, end of such as this deal in ending up with only the bloodied spoils of Hector’s corpse, that is, only the 
corpse sans armor.  Achilles’ awakening from his dream, an awakening to an unprecedented experience of 
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